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78-5-2 
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S. French; Prof. G. Xistris; Dean A. Pinsky 


The meeting was called to order at 1:20 p.m. 


Dr. Breen advised that Dr. O'Brien would be delayed and he had asked Dr. 
Breen to chair the meeting until he arrives. 


Document US-78-5-D6 on Admission of Foreign Students 
(Undergraduate) had been circulated to Senators for information prior to 
the meeting. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, THAT THE 
MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF MARCH 3 AND 31, 1978, BE APPROVED. 


-MOTION CARRIED - 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the 1978 Spring Convocation 
schedule, Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised Senate of the dates, 
times and location of each convocation to be held in J une 1978. 
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Prof. Shulman stated that he had several questions which possibly the 
Rector might comment on when he arrives. These concerned the 
continuing full-time faculty membership for the upcoming year as 
compared with the previous year, broken down by Faculty; the policy 
regarding replacements for people who resign from a department; and the 
higher course loads at Concordia in comparison with the course loads in 
other Quebec universities. 


Dr. Breen and Prof. Bordan advised that they were not able to provide 
information from memory on the full-time faculty membership and it 
was doubted that the Rector would be able to provide such information at 
today's meeting. 


With respect to procedures for the replacement of full-time faculty who 
resign from a particular department, Dr. Breen explained that the 
department chairman indicates the needs of the department and to what 
extent such a replacement was essential for the continuation of the 
programme. This was then considered by the Divisional or Faculty Dean 
and by the Committee of Deans. A recommendation is submitted to the 
Vice-Rector who discusses it with the Rector who, with his overall view 
of the needs of the University in all Faculties, must make a decision. 


Concerning course loads at Concordia, Dr. Breen advised that while he was 
not aware of any hard facts or statistics on this, we have always been 
under the impression at Concordia that we have a large number of 
part-time faculty relative to other universities in Quebec, and also that 
the normal course load seemed to be higher than in some of the other 
francophone universities, and something should be done to try to 
ameliorate the situation. Those positions have been forcefully made with 
the Conseil des Universités. Senate was further advised that some 
members of the Provincial cabinet had indicated an interest in the 
workload of university professors in comparison with other professional 
people in the community. 


Again responding to a question concerning the 1978 Spring Convocation, 
Dr. Breen advised that the present plan was to have a single convocation 
for Arts and Science which, weather permitting, would take place at 2:00 
p.m. on Sunday, J une 11, 1978, outside on the Loyola campus. In the 
event of inclement weather two convocations would be held in the Arena, 
Loyola campus. The first would be at 2:00 p.m. and the second at 8:15 
p.m. 


Mr. Adams advised that in the latter case the candidates for the Bachelors 
degrees would be equally divided alphabetically and candidates for 
Graduate degrees and Diplomas would be divided by programmes. 
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Reporting on behalf of S.A.C., Mr. Hedmann advised that there was a 
student appointment to the Library Committee which, with Senate's 
permission, he would like to have added to the agenda. He also gave notice 
of motion for the next Senate meeting that a Senate Budget Committee be 
established, to begin operation as soon as possible. He asked that Senators 
who might have suggestions on the composition or mandate of such a 
committee, to submit their suggestions either to himself or any other 
member of the Steering Committee. 


Appointment 

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED BY MR. ROBERTSON, THAT 
MR. WILLIAM MULOIN, (L.S.A.), BE APPOINTED TO THE SENATE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, THE APPOINTMENT TO BECOME EFFECTIVE UPON THE 
RESIGNATION OF MS. K. HODGSON. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Order of Business on Agenda 


Concern was expressed over the position of Agenda Items VII, a) and b) 
and it was suggested that these items be placed as items VI, c) and d), 
under Priority Business. It was argued that the Steering Committee had 
discussed the matter of the agenda in great detail and there was agreement 
within that Committee that items VII, a) and b) were not of sufficiently 
high priority or urgency to warrant discussion in advance of any of the 
items already under Priority Business. It was stated that there was a 
certain amount of doubt in the Steering Committee as to whether or not 
the Senate Committee on "colleges" wished to make a report (item VII, 
b),) at this meeting. Given that expression of doubt and an indication that 
the urgency was not as great as Senate had been led to believe at an earlier 
meeting, the Steering Committee was prompted to place the item lower on 
the agenda. The feeling was expressed that at the last Senate meeting it 
seemed that it was extremely urgent to get to the item on "colleges" a 
month ago, and in fact there was some thought at that time about having a 
special Senate meeting to consider this item. It was wondered why it was 
now considered not quite that urgent. 


Dr. Wall explained that at the time of the last Senate meeting, it seemed 
clear that the planning committees involved, with reference to the naming 
of the "colleges", were very anxious to have the names adopted. However, 
in the intervening weeks there was some doubt in the minds of the 
planning groups as to whether or not they wanted to push ahead with that 
issue. AS a consequence, he simply stopped demanding any special 
consideration of the item. The planning committees have recently held 
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meetings and have gone back to their original feeling that the question of 
names was of importance. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS., SECONDED BY PROF. VERTHUY, THAT 
THE AGENDA BE RE-ARRANGED SO THAT ITEM VI, d), BECOMES ITEM VI, 


c), AND THAT ITEMS VII, a) AND b), BECOME RESPECTIVELY VI, d) and 
e). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY PROF. WEST, THAT 
THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


- THE MOTION TO RE-ARRANGE THE AGENDA WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
NOT CARRIED - 


Report from the Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Committee 


Prof. Ripstein, Chairman of the Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards 
Committee, presented the proposal concerning the establishment of Senior 
Scholarships (DOC-US-78-4-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MOORE, SECONDED BY PROF. WEST, THAT THE 
REPORT FROM THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING SENIOR SCHOLARSHIPS (DOC-US-78-4-D6) 
BE APPROVED, AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR 
ITS APPROVAL. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED BY MR. 
ROBERTSON THAT THE PHRASE " ... ON THE BASIS OF ACADEMIC RECORD, 
AND AN INTERVIEW IN ITEM 6 (DOC-US-78-4-D6) BE REPLACED BY 
THE PHRASE ON THE BASIS OF ACADEMIC POTENTIAL AS INDICATED BY 
ACADEMIC BACKGROUND, AND/ OR "LIFE EXPERIENCE, AND AN 
INTERVIEW." 


It was explained that the amendment was based on a feeling that to use an 
academic record to evaluate students over the age of sixty would be rather 
difficult and perhaps unnecessarily formal, particularly since in many 
cases, the academic record would have ended thirty or forty years ago. 
While the academic record could still be taken into consideration, the 
effect of the amendment would be to establish a broader and more flexible 
set of criteria on which to base the awarding of such scholarships. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concern was expressed over the wording of the first sentence in item 5, it 
being argued that if the intent was to exclude M.S.P. and M.E.P. students, 


the wording should be changed because these programmes were defined in 
the Calendar as regular undergraduate programmes consisting of 108 or 
120 credits. 


It was explained that insofar as defining these programmes was 
concerned, we have attempted to clarify, for the benefit of people outside 
the University, that undergraduate programmes included the M.S.P. and 
M.E.P. programmes. Nonetheless, it was felt that item 5 could be 
re-formulated in such a way as to make it clear that these Scholarships 
did not apply to extended programmes. At the same time, it was not being 
suggested that an attempt be made at this particular moment to find the 
appropriate words, but rather that the document be modified later before 
it goes any further. 


It was stated that while document US-78-4-D6 expresses what the 
Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Committee was recommending, the 
words were not felicitous because it runs counter to what was being used 
in the Calendar. However, the intent was clearly that this be f or the 
ninety-credit programmes, and Senate was urged to follow the suggestion 
that somebody find the appropriate words to convey that intent at a 
subsequent occasion. 


It was argued that if the intent was that students in the M.E.P.' and M.S.P. 
programmes would not be eligible for these Scholarships until after they 
have completed the first eighteen or thirty credits in the respective 
programme, the wording would have to be changed because as item 5 was 
presently stated it did not get that across at all. 


It was stated that while someone would have find the appropriate set of 
words to convey the intent, the idea was that it would apply to the 
ninety-credit programme and nothing more than that. That was, that these 
Scholarships be available to those people in the regular undergraduate 
programmes that an ordinary C.E.G.E.P. graduate would be registered in, 
which was a ninety-credit programme. 


A statement that the intent was clear to everyone sitting around the table 
was challenged and it was argued that it would also not be clear to a senior 
citizen looking in the Calendar or looking at what was stated in item 5 as 
to whether or he or she was eligible for such a Scholarship. 


Again it was stated that it was clear that the intent was that this be the 
ninety-credit programme and with that understanding, Senate should 
proceed to further discussion of the document (US-78-4-D6). 


Responding to a question, Dr. Breen confirmed that a senior citizen 
involved in an extended credit programme (M.E.P.) would be eligible for a 
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Senior Scholarship at the point of completion of the first eighteen credits 
of the programme. 


It was pointed out that the above was covered under item 7 of the document 
(US-78-4-D6). 


- THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Supplemental Examination and Late Completion Fee 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. TITTLER, THAT THE 
RECOMMENDATION FROM THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL 
CONCERNING THE ABOLITION OF THE SUPPLETENTAL EXAMINATION AND 
LATE COMPLETION FEES (DOC-US-78-4-D8) BE APPROVED. 


Dr. Breen advised that the Rector had asked the Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, to determine the consequences of adopting the 
recommendation. The revenue from supplemental examinations was 
approximately ten thousand dollars per year, and from late completions 
was about three thousand dollars per year, for a total of thirteen thousand 
dollars per year. Also, both Bishops and McGill Universities have ten 
dollar fees for supplemental examinations and late completion and in the 
case of Bishops, the fee for a supplemental examination taken off campus 
was twenty dollars. However, at Bishops there was no charge for a 
legitimate reason (e.g. illness), in which case the examination is called a 
"deferred examination" rather than a supplemental. While the policy at 
McGill appears to differ from faculty to Faculty, the indication was that 
there was no charge in the Faculty of Arts if supported by a medical 
certificate signed by a doctor. That was, in both institutions, while there 
was a fee, there was also the possibility of no fee provided there was a 
valid medical reason. Dr. Breen pointed out that the resolution before 
Senate was that the fees be completely abolished, regardless of reason, 
which would mean that the University's revenues would be thirteen 
thousand dollars less and Senate must therefore consider this in the 
context of many other priority items that have been brought to the 
attention of the University. Responding to a question concerning the case 
of a student being requested to do additional work by a professor, Dr. Wall 
expressed the feeling that the issue was one of academic regulations taking 
precedence over academic scholarship. We could have a situation whereby 
certain work must be completed by a specific date and if a worthwhile 
project has been undertaken but not completed by that date, the student 
who takes two or three extra weeks in order to produce a better paper by 
doing additional research would be penalized by being fined ten dollars. 
Such a system inhibits good academic achievement. 


The feeling was expressed that the issue of late completions was different 
from the question of supplemental examinations, the first representing an 
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agreement with the professor to postpone the deadline for certain work 
and the second involving doing something again as a result of receiving an 
unfortunate grade in a course. It was suggested that the two issues be 
discussed separately. 


A PROCEDURAL MOTION WAS MOVED BY PROF. AKIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BERTRAND THAT THE QUESTIONS BE DIVIDED AND THAT SENATE DEAL 
FIRST WITH THE QUESTION OF THE REMOVAL OF THE SUPPLE MEN TAL 
EXAMINATION FEE AND SECONDLY WITH THE QUESTION OF THE REMOVAL 
OF THE LATE COMPLETION FEE. 


- THE PROCEDURAL MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to the supplemental examination fee it was stated that there 
already was an inbuilt penalty with respect to the grading system, unless 
there were medical reasons, and it was wondered what the J ustification 
for the fee was. 


Mr. Adam advised that one of the reasons for establishing the fee a long 
time ago was to act as a deterrent or penalty to students. However, the fee 
was basically collected for payment because at that time the instructors 
were paid so much per examination. That has subsequently been removed. 


It was stated that if the intent was not to abolish the supplemental 
examination fee for the current year, the whole question may end up being 
somewhat academic because there was a committee within the Faculty of 
Arts and Science presently looking at the whole question of supplemental 
privileges. That committee might well recommend that such privileges 
be, if not completely abolished, reduced to such a small number that the 
ten- dollar fee becomes totally a minute concern. 


It was suggested that Senate should consider the original recommendation 
from Dean Slack, which was to abolish the fees for medical reasons, and 
leave the question of abolishing supplemental examinations in general to a 
later date. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY PROF. GRAY, THAT THE 
MOTION TO ABOLISH THE SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATION FEE, BE TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND RESULTED IN A TIE VOTE - 


- A RECOUNT OF THE VOTE ON THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS REQUESTED 
AND TAKEN, AND THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS NOT CARRIED - 


It was argued that since Senate has decided to continue with the debate on 
the motion to abolish the supplemental examination fees, the results of 


the study presently underway in the Faculty of Arts and Science should be 
made available to Senate. 


It was argued that what was being studied in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science was the question of supplemental examination privileges rather 
than the issue of fees, which was the motion on the floor. 


It was stated that the intent of the motion was that, if approved, it would 
be affective for this year. 


Dr. Breen emphasized that if the motion were approved it would have to go 
before the Board of Governors because it was not within the powers of 
Senate to legislate on this. The. motion would have to be considered as a 
recommendation to the Board of Governors because there were financial 
implications. 


It was argued that classes have now ended, many grades were already in, 
and presumably the Registrar's Office was operating on a budget that 
assumes money that would be forthcoming from supplemental examination 
fees and it should not be removed at this late date. 


Dr. Wall explained that it was not the intention of the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council to create a fiscal deficit in the Registrar's Office. Rather, 
the idea was to get rid of the supplemental examination fees. If inclusion 
of the statement that it was to be effective this yea was going to result in 
people voting again t the motion, then that would be self-defeating. He felt 
that it would be within the spirit of the Arts and Science Faculty Council's 
debate to say that this would not come into effect for this particular round 
of supplemental examinations, but rather would come into effect next 
year and he was prepared to accept that as part of the motion provided the 
seconder of the motion agreed. 


The mover and seconder agreed to include in the motion the phrase - 


TO BE EFFECTIVE FOR THE NEXT ROUND OF SUPPLEMENTAL 
EXAMINATIONS FOR NEXT YEAR. 


It was wondered whether the intention was that this was to become 
effective J anuary 1, 1978, it being pointed out that there were 
supplemental examinations for simmer courses involving potential 
graduates for the Fall Convocation. 


Dr. Breen explained that the motion before Senate was that the fees for 
supplemental examinations be abolished, beginning with the next round 
and did not apply to supplementals that came as a consequence of the 
current academic year. 
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- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Dr. Breen explained that the motion now on the floor was that the late 
completion fee be abolished. 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that both the 
supplemental and late completion fees, for University accounting 
purposes, were considered as being an offset to expenditures. If we did not 
do that, the revenue would, in effect, be lost in the calculation of the 
Government grants. He pointed out that the impact of removing these fees 
would be essentially to reduce the revenues of the University by thirteen 
thousand dollars and if there was no counterbalancing proposal to decrease 
the operations or expenditures it would simply mean that we would be 
short that amount of money. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GRAY, THAT THE PROPOSAL COME INTO EFFECT FOR THE 1978/79 
ACADEMIC YEAR. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was argued that the statement in the document (US-78-4-D8), that "it 
does not discourage students from submitting applications" was an 
unsupportable assertion and in terms of the data available there was just 
no way to support that statement. Disagreement was voiced with an 

earlier assertion that the only reason that people go incomplete was 
because they needed to do further work. Experience indicated that those 
who go incomplete were those who have been idle since the beginning of 
the year, have not started their work on time and have been unable to 
budget their time properly. 


It was argued that there was no reason to spend a lot of money to adapt the 
system to take such people into consideration and thus penalizing those 
students who were able to budget their time properly and get their work 
in on time. 


It was also argued that the problem with the proposal was that it did not 
discriminate among the various groups of students that everyone was 
familiar with. There were students who were certainly doing bona fide 
work after the deadline, there were students with medical certificates, 
and there were students who, for one reason or another, have entered into 
agreements with their instructors. The motion did not discriminate among 
the various kinds of students. 


Senate was advised that a memorandum had been circulated by Dean. 
Slack's office indicating that as an interim measure, if a professor knew 
that a particular student, for a legitimate and good reason, was going to be 
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late in completing a particular project, those names should be listed and 
submitted to Dr. Slack up to the last day of classes. Such students would be 
given special consideration for the late completion, in that it was a 
forewarned, pre-arranged situation. In that situation it was felt that no 
fee was necessary. 


It was further pointed out that there was in many instances as much as 
three weeks for informal late completions between the date of the last 
class and the date for official submission of final examination grades to 
the Registrar's Office. It was suggested that perhaps there were not really 
all that many good reasons why Senate should bend over backwards to 
allow students late completion when ample time for informal late 
completion was usually already built into the system. 


It was pointed out that in those cases where there were no final 
examinations, the grades must be submitted within eight days from the 
end of classes. It was argued that that was ridiculous where honours 
essays and seminars were concerned, because it was only after classes 
have ended that students have any time at all in which to sit down to think, 
to read and to write. 


It was also argued that in view of the red tape that students must go 
through to fill out forms and have them signed at various places, and at 
the same time to have a grade of "incomplete" which was not removed 
from the record, was sufficient deterrent without the additional monetary 
penalty. 


Mr. Adams advised that according to the regulations a student had until 
May 23 to complete incompletes, have the new grade reported to the 
Registrar's Office and have it entered on the record as a first entry. He 
interpreted this to mean that if a student had a new grade submitted by 
May 23 that student would not have to pay the late completion fee. Mr. 
Adams also advised that there have been instances where his offices has 
been advised that special arrangements have been made by instructors to 
have the incomplete deadline extended and a note to that effect has been put 
on the student's record. 


It was explained that the intent of the amendment to the motion was that if 
approved, the fees for late completion would be abolished for courses 
beginning in the 1978 Summer Session. 


- THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 
IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, THAT THE 


FEES FOR LATE COMPLETION AND SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATIONS BE 
ABOLISHED FOR STUDENTS WHO HAVE A VALID MEDICAL REASON. 
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An amendment was suggested to add the phrase "for other written 
testimony acceptable to the University". It was explained that the reason 
for the suggested amendment was that medical certificates were not more 
sacred than others. 


Dr. O'Brien ruled the motion out of order on the grounds that it could and 
should have been made as an amendment to the previous motions that had 
been presented. He also explained that he would not have worried too much 
about the technicalities had the motion been dealt with quickly, but he 
sensed that Senate was about to begin yet another debate on an ever 
widening list of things, when the ten-minute time limit for this item has 
been well extended. The Chair was challenged on the ruling. 


- A VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE RULING OF THE CHAIR AND THE RULING 
WAS NOT UPHELD- 


The mover and seconder agreed to accept the suggested amendment as part 
of the main motion. It was also agreed to change the wording of the added 
phrase to acceptable to the Registrar's Office". The feeling was expressed 
that one could support the first part of the motion but not necessarily the 
added phrase and it was suggested that the motion should be divided. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY PROF. ADAMS, MAT THE 
MOTION BE DIVIDED. 


- THE MOTION TO DIVIDE THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was explained that the motion would be forwarded as a recommendation 
to the Board of Governors. 


Academic Regulations (Undergraduate) 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. WEST, THAT 
AGENDA ITEMS VI, c), - ACADEMIC REGULATIONS, BE TABLED TO THE 
NEXT MEETING OF SENATE. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Transitional Arrangements 


In presenting the document on the Transitional Arrangements to the new 
"Distinction Categories", (DOC-US-78-5-D2), Prof. Bordan explained 
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that it had been prepared in consultation between himself and the 
Registrar, and the Divisional and Faculty Deans. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY PROF. BORDAN, THAT 
SECTION 2.2 OF THE TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS TO THE NEW 
"DISTINCTION CATEGORIES" (DOC-US-78-5-D2) BE APPROVED. 


-MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, THAT 
SECTION 4.1 OF THE TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS TO THE NEW 
"DISTINCTION CATEGORIES", (DOC-US-78-5-D2) BE APPROVED. 


It was explained that the thrust of the motion was to approve the scheme 
outlined on page 4 of document US-78-5-D2. Responding to a question, 
Prof. Bordan explained that the purpose of this section of the document 
was to arrive at a single result in those cases where there were two sets 
of grades on a single record. He reminded Senate that it had legislated that 
there had to be a transitional arrangement that would make it possible for 
a student to be evaluated for purposes of the various distinctions that 
Senate had voted on. The proposed scheme allowed for the melding of a Sir 
George Williams grade and a Loyola grade producing a single result which 
would allow one to rank order for purposes of the distinctions that have 
already been passed. He advised also that in those few special cases where 
ranking for purposes of awarding a medal was concerned, involving a 
student whose record was made up predominantly of S.G.W. grades and a 
student whose record was made up predominantly o f Loyola grades, the 
Faculty Council in question would simply have to make a value judgement. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, THAT 
SECTION 4.3 OF THE TRANSITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS TO THE NEW 
"DISTINCTION CATEGORIES" (DOC-US-78-5-D2), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Bordan explained that the recommendation in this section was that 
students registered at the University in 1976-77, if governed by the 
Loyola segment of the Calendar (section 16.1), would receive the three 
traditional Loyola designations, in accordance with the numbers exactly as 
they used to be and would continue to be during the transition period. For 
students with mixed records, the number system would be determined in 
accordance with the scheme outlined in section 4.1 (DOC-US-78-5-D2), 
which has just been approved. On the other hand, a new scheme, which has 
never been applied to Sir George Williams students, was being proposed 
for those students governed by the S.G.W. section of the 1976-77 
Calendar (section 16.2). That was, the same three Loyola designations, 
Simma Cum Laude, Magna Cum Laude, and Cum Laude, would be offered to 
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Sir George Williams students, which traditionally they have not had. In 
effect, the document has attempted to adapt the S.G.W. 0 to 4. (GP.A.) 
system into categories which would allow one to distinguish three such 
categories leading to something that was analogous to the Loyola 
categories. It was wondered what Senate's intention was two years ago 
when we were discussing the new grading system, in limiting the 
"distinction" categorization to the "A" category. Effectively this meant 
that a student under the old S.G.W. grade point average system, could get 
no "distinction" statement on his degree unless he had a G-P.A. of 4.0. In 
other words, a student would have to be a straight "A" student in order to 
receive honourable mention. It was explained that that was what was 
recommended by the original committee and retained by Senate during the 
lengthy debate two years ago when the "with distinction" and "with great 
distinction" categories were established. It was further explained that the 
transitional period might well continue for a significant number of years 
but only for those part-time students who take a great many years to 
complete their degree requirements but who at the same time, maintain 
continuous registration in their programme (at least three credits in 
each twelve month period). 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


The University's response to the Document de consultation of the of the 
Commission d'étude sur les universités 


With respect to the University's response to the Document de consultation 
of the Commission d'étude sur les universités, Dr. O'Brien explained that 
the document which Senators have received (DOC-US-78-5-D1) was 
prepared by the Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation. 
The question to be considered was whether Senate saw fit to give its 
agreement to the submission of the document in the name of the 
University. He explained that while inevitably in a document of this 
complexity there were an endless number of points which might be 
discussed, and an endless number of syntactical constructions which 
might be recast, it was important for Senate to try to concentrate as much 
as possible on the main points and major issues which were involved. He 
proposed that Senate attempt to discuss the document (US-78-5-DIl) in 
terms of the nine main sections which in general correspond to the format 
imposed upon us by the document from the Commission itself. 


Responding to a question concerning restricted programmes, Prof. 
Whitelaw advised that these included such programmes as Graphic Design, 
Early Childhood Education, J ournalism and Communication Studies. 


It was suggested that perhaps the section on restricted entry might be 
reworded to emphasize that this was a very small part of the University's 
total operation, so that one does not give the impression that we wish to 
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exclude students except when made absolutely necessary by limited 
facilities. Dr. O'Brien advised that that was certainly the intention, but 
perhaps that section might be looked at just to make sure that that point 
was made clear. 


With respect to section 3, Social Responsibilities, a strong feeling was 
expressed that the bracketed comment at the end of the penultimate 
paragraph on page 5, should be removed. Dr. O'Brien felt that that 
comment could very easily be changed or removed entirely without 
affecting the sense of the document. Responding to a question concerning 
the process for discussing the document, Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate 
follow the same process that it has followed in earlier years in the case of 
similar documents. Obviously it was not practical to approach this in the 
sense of amendment or detailed critique. In the course of this meeting he 
would ask Senators to raise points that concern them. Those points would 
be noted and an attempt would be made to revise the text to take account of 
them. Matters of presentation, clarity, etc., should be viewed as editorial 
matters and while perfection was probably not attainable, the best would 
be attempted. 


However, where questions of principle were involved, those points should 
be raised. If it turns out to be of marginal concern perhaps nothing much 
would happen. If the matter strikes a chard in Senate, all attempt would 
be made to amend the document. 


At the end of the day the decision would be left to Senate to either approve 
the document subject to the changes indicated in the debate, and in terms 
of the final product, hope for the best. Alternatively, if Senate really 
wanted to see the final version, a special meeting would have to be called 
in very short order to deal with it. 


Concern was expressed over the separation of the bottom paragraph on 
page 5 and the next paragraph which continues to page 6, which tended to 
give one an impression that the " ... preservation of learning ... it and " ... 
the encouragement of freedom of thought." were not in the direct interest 
of society. It was felt that more stress should be put on what was referred 
to as the underlying purposes of the university and the preservation of 
learning and freedom of thought, which were essential, should be 
discussed more, and certainly in terms of the interest of society. 


Concern was also voiced over the middle paragraph on page 9 which 
seemed to be, if not exactly anti-union, very close to it. It was wondered 
why the paragraph was even included in the document at all and if it 
remained in the document, it should be greatly modified. 


With respect to the comments made concerning the purposes of the 
University, Dr. O'Brien suspected that there was reasonable general 


agreement with what had been said and he felt that the paragraph in 
question could simply be looked at editorially to strengthen it or switch 
its emphasis somewhat as had been suggested. 


It was explained that the middle paragraph on page 9 was essentially a 
reaction to the tone of the questions about the relationships within the 
University, which were raised by the Commission. An attempt was made 
to point out the need for preserving the consciousness of the collegiality, 
whatever other questions or influences there may be. 


The feeling was expressed that it was never intended that this paragraph 
have even remotely an anti-union tone to it. However, concern was 
expressed in the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee over the 
industrial style bargaining process set out in the present labor code, 
which was not the right code under which professional unions ought to 
bargain. The intent of the paragraph was to point out that if there was a 
problem, that problem arises around the industrial style 

employer/ employee bargaining and that what was needed was a study that 
would potentially lead to a different structure that would permit faculty 
unionization and professional unions generally, without getting them hung 
up on the structure which presently exists in the law. It was certainly not 
intended that the paragraph project an anti-union, or anti syndical bias at 
all, and if it did, it needed to be rewritten. 


It was suggested that part of the problem with the paragraph might be 
resolved by stating in more detail what was comprehended by the term 
"core collegiality" in that there was some ambiguity in the references to 
it on pages 8 and 9 as to exactly who belonged to the "collegiality" and 
what institutions within the University it denoted. If the term "core 
collegiality" was referring to the Senate, Faculty Councils, departmental 
meetings, etc., and the whole structure of academic decision-making 
within the University, which was not to be found in industry or in the 
business world, then perhaps it would be worthwhile to state that in the 
document. 


It was suggested that unless the Commission asked directly if we had a 
union and was it good or if we did not have a union, why not, then all 
references to the desirability of a union, etc., should be left out. The 
paragraph in question could then be rewritten with an explanation of the 
principle of "collegiality". 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the above point could be checked into and unless 
we were absolutely constrained, which he doubted would be the case, the 
suggestion could well be considered. 


He stated also that given that the thrust of this part of the Document de 
Consultation was no doubt directed to those universities with the 
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experience of professorial unions, it may be wise to sidestep that aspect 
and explain "collegiality" without mentioning it. 


Again, with reference to the middle paragraph on page 9, the feeling was 
expressed that the more we could explain to the Commission what 
presently existed at Concordia as a University and the way in which we 
were conducting our affairs, in order to dispel any misleading analogies 
that the Commission might have from some of the misleading experiences 
that other universities have had, the better our response would be. It was 
suggested that the wording should be tightened up, be made more precise 
and more descriptive. 


Dr. O'Brien sensed that a certain consensus might be achieved around that 
idea. Also, since he doubted that we had any shattering truths to reveal to 
the Commission in the area of syndicalization and labor relations, we 
might well adopt the above suggested approach for the paragraph in 
question. 


Concerning section 4. - Education permanente, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
the Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation decided that since 
both Loyola and Sir George Williams prior to the formation of Concordia 
were in fact extremely active in this area, the form of our response to 
this part of the Document should not be to attempt to present a 
philosophical response to the philosophy of Continuing Education. Rather, 
we should present the experience of this University, which was often not 
very well understood elsewhere and particularly in the francophone 
community, and attempt to say a number of things about the fact that we 
believe that we have operated successfully in this area and also something 
about the way in 'which we have operated. 


Concern was expressed over the emphasis that our response seemed to 
give to Continuing Education and it was wondered whether it was wise to 
give quite so much prominence to it, especially in view of the fact that the 
Commission did not allude specifically to this particular question. 


It was explained that "Education Permanente" was much more than 
part-time or evening studies, etc. The whole university system has 
implicitly accepted the idea of moving towards an "Education Permanente" 
structure in the sense that programmes would be accessible to people ona 
larger scale than has been the case and allowances would be made for 
people returning to university at later stages. The feeling was expressed 
that the fact that we have stressed "Education Permanente" in our 
response was a good thing in that it was something that everyone was 
supposed to be doing and we have attempted to show that not only were we 
doing it, but we were doing it rather well. 
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It was pointed out that there was some confusion in the first paragraph on 
page 15 concerning the function and responsibility of the Continuing 
Education office. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the problem might be solved by inserting the 
word "only" after the word "delegated" on line ten of the top paragraph on 
page 15. 


The feeling was expressed that what we were saying about "Education 
Permanente" was really not a commentary about education as such. On the 
one hand we were saying that "Education Permanente" should include 
everything but when we state what it means we do not include everything. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the semantics on "Education Permanente" were 
endlessly complex and he doubted that any document on the subject had 
succeeded in using the terminology in A clear consistent fashion. He felt 
also that if, in describing what exists, we attempt to make the point that 
we have succeeded remarkably in integrating the day and evening 
divisions, because many others have not succeeded very well on that, it 
would inevitably come out, more through omission than content, that 
there were a lot of other things in the current literature on "Education 
Permanente" that in fact were being done only to a limited extent or ina 
rudimentary way in this University. 


There was general agreement with a suggestion from Prof. Whitelaw that 
something should be added as an introduction to this section that indicated 
the complexity of the question. 


The feeling was expressed that there were certain issues raised by the 
second paragraph on page 15 that were extremely important to the 
University and the impact of this paragraph should be strengthened by 
including something on the problems of space and financing for part-time 
students. The paragraph also should be relocated rather than simply being 
placed in the middle of the section. 


It was also suggested that the remarks and argumentation concerning the 
high cost of part-time education versus regular education should be made 
more convincing and compelling. 


Responding to a question under section 5.1 concerning evaluation and 
credit of experiential learning for mature students, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that while there might be merit in that, for the purposes of this 
document, at the moment since we do not do it, it would be difficult to 
insert statements in that area into the document. However, he stated that 
the section could be looked at to see if it were appropriate or possible to 
insert that idea, but he emphasized that this was a statement on what we 
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do at the moment and we should not go beyond that by stating what perhaps 
we might be doing five years hence. 


It was argued that the paragraph at the top of page 18 relating to the 
overlap of basic courses should be strengthened somewhat, particularly at 
the end, where it was stated that the distinction of level between college 
and university was a function of programmes. We should add to that 
statement that it must remain within the purview of the university to 
decide what the various university programmes were. 


It was suggested that the term "complete" university which appears in 
section 7. should be rephrased to read "the complete university with a 

full range of professional schools". The feeling was expressed that the 
bottom paragraph on page 27 gave the impression that what was being 
said was that McGill University in every field was better than Concordia. 
That was something that one could question and even if it were true, one 
would not like to admit it at this point in time. While one would agree that 
Concordia was not "complete" in the sense that McGill or the University of 
Montreal was, nonetheless, in terms of what we do offer, in many areas 
we were at the same level of quality and we should not put ourselves in the 
same boat as the University of Quebec where in many areas we were far 
ahead. Dr. O'Brien felt that it could be pointed out somewhere in the first 
page and a half of this section that the less "complete" university may 
nevertheless be more excellent in certain fields. 


Concern was expressed aver the statements on the University budget that 
appear in the third paragraph on page 31, section 8. It was stated that it 
should be quite possible for Senate to be able to discuss the budget, 
consider the priorities within the budget, and an that basis make 
recommendations to the Board of Governors, recognizing that the Board 
had the final say in budgetary matters. It was wondered whether there was 
really a need for a high level of confidentiality in drawing up the 
university budget or if at some future stage it might be possible for 
Senate to enter into that kind of discussion. Dr. O'Brien explained that 
insofar as the paragraph was concerned, the budget was given only as an 
example of the general proposition involved here, and it may or may not 
be the best example. If we were to use curriculum as an example, the 
relevant issue would be at what point should a general discussion of a 
new-curriculum development take place. The fear was sometimes 
expressed that if it was discussed too openly, too early, a neighboring 
university may grab onto the idea and offer it instead. This raises the 
question or problems of inter-institutional competitiveness which was 
one of the limitations on the free exchange of information. 


Insofar as the budget itself was concerned, there were certain aspects 
which were more difficult than others to discuss, such as certain areas of 
salary budgeting for example, which did not lend themselves to public 
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discussion. He personally did not find the need for confidentiality to be a 
tremendously hindering thing for items that remain strictly internal. 
However, the fact was that there was no such thing as a large scale 
internal discussion without it being simultaneously an external 
announcement, with the various consequences which could follow from 
that. He advised that the main limitation to Senate discussing the budgets 
effectively was not this kind of thing, but rather it has been the endless 
delays in government grants appearing. 


There was agreement to a suggestion that the parenthetical statement at 
the top of page 32 be deleted. 


It was further suggested that some consideration should be given to either 
changing or deleting the introductory paragraph in section 8, where an 
analogy has been drawn between university governance and business 
corporations. 


Concern was expressed over the length of the response in section 9. - 
"Formation et perfectionnement des enseignants". Dr. O'Brien explained 
that the Commission was divided into four sub-groups, one of which was 
devoted entirely to this topic. That was, while this section represented 
only one of the nine chapters in our response, at the sane time, it 
represented one quarter of the concerns of the Commission. 78-5-27 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DEAN COHEN, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE DOCUMENT US-78-5-D1, SUBJ ECT TO THE REVISIONS 
IN THE LIGHT OF THE DISCUSSION AND AUTHORIZE ITS SUBMISSION TO 
THE COMMISSION D'ETUDE SUR LES UNIVERSITES. 


On behalf of Senate, thanks were extended to the Committee on Priorities 
and Resource Allocation and in particular to Mr. M. Sheldon and Prof. J .H. 
Whitelaw, for producing what, by and large, turned out to be sucha 
commendable document. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Demolition of building attached to Centennial Building 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED BY MR. ROBERTSON THAT: 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY SENATE IS OPPOSED 
TO THE DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDING LOCATED AT 6925 SHERBROOKE 
STREET WEST FOR THE PURPOSES OF EXPANDING THE PREMISES OF THE 
GULF SERVICE STATION LOCATED AT THE CORNER OF MARIETTE AND 
SHERBROOKE STREET WEST; 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE SECRETARY OF SENATE IS 
REQUESTED TO SEND THE FOLLOWING LETTER TO GULF OIL CANADA LTD.; 


“THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY SENATE IS OPPOSED TO THE DEMOLITION 
OF THE BUILDING LOCATED AT 6925 SHERBROOKE STREET WEST FOR THE 
PURPOSES OF EXPANDING THE PREMISES OF THE GULF SERVICE STATION 
LOCATED AT THE CORNER OF MARIETTE AND SHERBROOKE STREET WEST 
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 


FIRST, SENATE CONSIDERS THE PLANNED DEMOLITION TO BE A COHPLETE 
WASTE OF HUMAN AND PHYSICAL RESOURCES IN THAT VIABLE LOW-COST 
HOUSING IS BEING ELIMINATED FROM THE HOUSING STOCK OF THE N.D.G. 
COMMUNITY. 


SECONDLY, THE PLANNED SELF-SERVICE STATION WILL INEVITABLY 
RESULT IN A HIGHER TRAFFIC COUNT, LEADING TO A HIGHER DECIBEL 
AND CARBON MONOXIDE COUNT IN AN AREA WITH A LARGE NUMBER OF 
PEDESTRIANS AND BUILDINGS WHICH HOUSE PARTS OF FIVE DIFFERENT 
ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS, TWO SERVICES, ONE STUDENT ASSOCIATION 
AND A STUDENT RESIDENCE." 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in a legal or a contractual sense the building in 
question had nothing to do with Concordia University. However, it 
happened to be located next to a building that was owned by the University. 


It was wondered whether there were any precedences f or Concordia to 
involve itself in community matters such as this. 


The feeling was expressed that there was a long and subtle involvement 
between the community and the Loyola Campus through its facilities. 
These included the religious facilities, the athletic facilities, and 
community use of the Library. That was, there was a considerable 
tradition of interaction between the Loyola campus community and the 
greater community of which it was a part. It was not all that 
inappropriate for the University Senate to take a stand on this issue 
particularly in the context of the kinds of relations with the community 
which have pertained. 


With respect to possible damage to the Centennial Building that might be 
caused by the proposed demolition, Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
University was concerned with that and has been in touch with Gulf Oil in 
order to make the point that if perchance they tear that building down, 
Gulf Oil was legally responsible to ensure that the integrity of the 
Centennial Building be preserved. 


However, he emphasized that was quite a separate issue from the 
resolution that was presently on the floor of Senate. 


It was wondered whether concern was being expressed because the 
building in question was actually physically adjacent to a University 
building or was the concern a more general one, such that those who were 
proposing that a letter be sent to Gulf Oil objecting to them taking over 
this area, would also send a letter objecting to Gulf taking over another 
similar apartment building in an area totally divorced from 
University-buildings. 


It was explained that the motion contained two reasons why Senate should 
be opposed to the proposed plans of Gulf Oil. One pertained to the social 
commitment that the University had as part of the N.D.G. community, 
which was not to support something that may not be in the best interest of 
that community. The second reason pertained to the adverse effect on the 
University environment which the proposed plans would have. 


Concern was expressed over the fact that the most ardent advocates of the 
proposed motion were those people who were directly affected by the 
demolition. Senate was being asked to adopt a resolution about a matter 
where the main articulation on the issue was coming from people who, for 
whatever praiseworthy purposes, were those people most vitally affected 
by this. Also, it was argued, that there should be at least some semblance 
of impartial documentation available before Senate adopted a stand on the 
issue. For example, one would like to know whether the matter had been 
referred to the Urban Planning Department of the City of Montreal, which 
has the direct responsibility for such things, and what their posture and 
recommendations were. 


Exception was voiced to the implied suggestion that what affected those 
professors whose offices were located in the Centennial Building should 
not be of concern to the University as a whole. It was argued that what 
happened to any part of the University must concern the entire 

University and to that extent, it was very important for Senate to support 
the letter to be sent to Gulf Oil expressing our 9pposition to the proposed 
demolition. 


It was pointed out that while the Provincial Government had recently 
approved an amendment to the Charter of the City of M6ntreal giving the 
City the power to enact a by-law to refuse demolitions, the City has not 
yet enacted such a by-law even though there has been mounting pressure 
to do so. This was one reason why the letter was not directed to the Urban 
Planning Department or the Executive Committee of the City of Montreal. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
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Adjournment 


Dr. Wall expressed the feeling that the Report from the Senate Committee 
on "colleges" was an important item and one that required some debate, 
but in view of the fact that it was now 5:30 p.m., he was not sure that 
Senate should begin that debate today. However, since this has happened 
over the past two consecutive Senate meetings, he requested that the 
Steering Committee place the item at the top of the agenda under Priority 
Business for the next Senate meeting. It was pointed out that a number of 
Senators who were directly concerned with this item would not be 
available for Senate meetings scheduled during the week of May 23, 
1978. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY PROF. VERTHUY, THAT A 
SPECIAL MEETING OF SENATE BE HELD BEFORE MAY 19, 1978, THE DATE 
AND TIME TO BE DETERMINED BY THE STEERING COMMITTEE. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 


J ohn Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


